Council on Postsecondary Education
November 7, 2005

Academic Program Productivity Review Update

Three rounds of university program productivity reviews were studied to determine the
outcomes associated with program closures and restructuring (see Attachment 1). KCTCS
results were not included because of historically low numbers of low-productivity programs.
In addition, because of the large-scale redesign of many academic programs as part of the
recent restructuring, many programs have not yet been reviewed. Nevertheless, issues that
emerged in the 2004 KCTCS program productivity review are discussed in the findings.

A smaller proportion of eligible programs fell below the established productivity thresholds
with each round of productivity reviews. This indicates that, overall, the reviews have
accomplished their primary goal of reducing the number of low-productivity programs.

Universities themselves reported both fiscal and programmatic effects of three rounds of
productivity reviews. Student services were improved through creation of more updated and
relevant curricula, improved advising, and more flexible degree options for students to meet
program requirements. Notably, some altered programs required additional funding to
increase productivity. Efficiencies were reported due to program consolidations, reducing
time-to-degree for students, and closer alignment with KCTCS programs.

Program Productivity Review Issues for Further Study

e Should quantitative reviews be moved to a four-year cycle for the universities and KCTCS,
with interim years being used to conduct campus consultations to update and improve
program development and review processes at the state and campus level?

e Should the program productivity review be revised to include the measurement of fiscal
and programmatic benefits associated with the changes?

e How can certifications within degree programs be better acknowledged as indicators of
productivity?

e Given the increase in collaborative programs, how should multi-institutional program
productivity be measured?

Staff preparation by Sherri Noxel and Jim Applegate
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Academic Program Productivity Review Update

Academic program productivity has been part of the public agenda since the start of
Kentucky's postsecondary education reform in 1997. The new public agenda for
postsecondary education and adult education for 2005-2010, Five Questions-One Mission:
Better Lives for Kentucky’s People, affirms the need for highly productive degree programs to
meet the 2020 goals of House Bill 1. Program review procedures were implemented to
support the reform by providing high-quality, accessible, and efficient programs.

This review of the program productivity process outcomes sought to identify quality
improvements, cost savings, and efficiencies associated with the reviews. Institutions have
undergone three separate reviews of program productivity, providing a rich source of data for
this review. Early into the project it was evident that a comprehensive assessment of direct
cost savings was not possible because university fiscal accounting systems are not directly
linked to the academic program designations used in the program productivity review.
However, institutions provided estimates of efficiencies and examples of improved program
quality based on the program review outcomes.

Overall, the productivity review process was effective, and program productivity increased
with each successive review. Financial impacts could not be calculated for every program
but, where closures produced savings, these funds were largely redirected to improve existing
program quality.

Program Review Policies and Procedures

Program reviews were initiated by the Council on Higher Education in 1976. With the
release of the 1985 Strategic Plan for Higher Education in Kentucky, the Council staff was
directed to restructure and strengthen the program review process. Greater emphasis was to
be placed on review of programs related to planning and the implementation of strategic
directions. These review procedures were designed to assess strengths and weaknesses in
quality and productivity to determine desired program mix and support state goals. This
process also included a provision for special studies if an “issue or problem was triggered in
the selective review process.” In summary documents it was proposed that consultants be
hired to assist the Council staff, given the increased expectations for program review.

In November 1999, the Council passed a series of guidelines related to academic programs
that streamlined the process of reviewing programs and recognized the need for institutional
flexibility within the new postsecondary structures of the Kentucky Postsecondary Education
Improvement Act of 1997. The previous voluminous, regulatory, and bureaucratic policies
were replaced with new guidelines developed in consultation with the Council of Chief
Academic Officers (see Attachment 2). Reviews were updated to determine whether
programs were effectively contributing to the public agenda for postsecondary education in
Kentucky.
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Streamlined academic program policies established thresholds for determining the
productivity of academic programs in operation for more than four years. Programs must
meet the following thresholds:

Degree Level Average Output

Over 5 Years
Associate 12
Baccalaureate 12
Master’s 7
Doctoral 5

The Council staff analyzed official degree data to identify programs at each institution that
were below the thresholds. Institutions were notified and asked to review each low-
productivity program and make written recommendations for continuation, alteration, or
closure. The Council staff reviewed the institutional responses and, in consultation with
campus leadership, final recommendations were prepared for Council approval.

While the number of conferred degrees initially identifies low-productivity programs, several
other criteria are considered when determining the final outcome. Programs may be closed,
altered, or continued in their current form. Institutions provide additional information to assist
in this determination. A selected program may not graduate large numbers of students but
the academic program is essential because it provides a significant number of courses to
meet general education requirements. Low-productivity programs also may provide
graduates in disciplines that are critical for Kentucky’s economic development or in academic
fields that meet the needs of specific student populations. Additionally, programs that show
recent increases in enrollment and degree production may be retained to be reviewed in the
next cycle. Evidence of productivity in research also supports the decision to maintain
programs that produce fewer graduates.

All low-productivity programs, and particularly those in academic disciplines of high need,
are scrutinized for innovative ways to improve productivity. Extra effort is taken to meet state
needs by working with campuses to significantly restructure programs for greater productivity
as an alternative to closing the program.

The following table summarizes the timing of university reviews and report approvals since the
policy was approved in 1999.
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Round 1 Round 2 Round 3
Years of : Years of . Years of .
Degree Council Degree Council Degree Council
Og’rpu’r Approved Output Approved Output Approved
Reviewed  Results . Results . Results
Reviewed Reviewed
1994/95 July 1996/97 May 1998/99  January
to 2001 to 2003 to 2005
1998/99 2000/01 2002/03

Data Collection Methods

Lists of closed and altered programs from each review were prepared and sent to each
institution for verification. Chief academic officers provided information about each program
that was closed or altered, as well as summary narratives describing the impact of program
review on academic program delivery and quality. Additionally, policy documents, agenda
items, and published program reports were collected and scanned for background and
reference information.

The Kentucky Community and Technical College System outcomes are not reflected in this
report. While programs at KCTCS have been reviewed for productivity in 2000, 2002, and
2004, the results show limited associate degree program closures. Specifically, nine
programs were closed and 43 programs were altered as a result of three rounds of
productivity reviews. KCTCS has recently undergone several curricular and program changes
for consolidation and restructuring of the system. These programs will not be eligible for
productivity reviews until four years after the first class of graduates. Nevertheless, important
issues that emerged in the most recent review are discussed in the findings.

Findings
1. Has the productivity of existing academic programs increased since 2000?

For program review procedures, productivity is defined as degree output. In the first round of
the review, 48 percent of the 1,164 academic programs eligible to be reviewed did not meet
the productivity thresholds. In the second round 21 percent, and, by the third round, just 19
percent of all programs produced fewer degrees than the established productivity criteria.
The proportion of unproductive programs decreased while the overall number of eligible
programs for review increased from 1,164 in 2000 to 1,449 in 2005 (see Attachment 3).
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Among the unproductive programs, the following proportions were closed or altered: 56
percent in 2001, 39 percent in 2003, and 32 percent in 2005. The remaining low-
productivity programs were retained due to upturns in productivity, high volumes of teaching
credit hours, or special contributions to the academic profile of the institution (for example,
research productivity and contribution to general education).

Productivity Review Outcomes

B Productive O Retained OAltered M Closed

1,177
968
600
260
161 143 147 185
. o *
2001 2003 2005

Productivity Review

Of all low-productivity programs, 27.5 percent were in the science and technology fields,
including engineering and related technologies, agriculture, biology, mathematics, and
health related programs. Education degree programs, at all levels, accounted for another
26.2 percent of the low-productivity programs. Combining these two program areas shows
that more than half of all low-productivity programs are evident in disciplines that are critical
to Kentucky’s economic development needs.

Special attention was dedicated in round 1 to recommendations for improving productivity in
teacher education, foreign language, and the visual and performing arts. The teacher
education productivity concerns resulted in initiation of a teacher education summit in
December 2001. The meeting was notable primarily because it marked the beginning of
institutions, faculties, and agencies working together to improve teacher preparation and to
address teacher shortages. Since this first meeting, teacher quality summits have been held

annually, focusing on a wide range of teacher preparation issues. The most recent meeting
was held in October 2005 in Louisville.

The institutional reports of productivity review outcomes indicated that education programs
were integrated into content majors in an effort to improve productivity and quality of teacher
preparation. Efficiencies were evident where separate teacher preparation programs merged.
For example, the productivity of Eastern Kentucky University’s fine/studio arts baccalaureate
program was improved with a major curriculum revision that incorporated an option for
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educators. Kentucky State University made a similar change by closing the separate music
teacher education program and creating a single bachelor of music program to prepare both
educators and performance musicians. The University of Kentucky made large-scale changes
by incorporating language and literature baccalaureate programs in Russian, German,
French, and classical languages into a single Department of Modern and Classical
Languages, Literatures, and Cultures. This program serves as the only program to train and
certify Kentucky foreign language teachers in all precollege levels at UK. This merger also
produced a savings of $30,000 that was used to finance the quality improvements.

2. What efficiency increases or cost savings have been associated with the
productivity review outcomes?

At the start of this investigation, institutions were asked to provide estimated annual savings in
administration time, faculty FTE, and costs for each reviewed program. Several responses
illustrate the difficulty with this original request. Chief academic officers noted that efficiencies
and savings that are directly aftributed to closed or altered programs are difficult to determine
because:

e Budgets were being reduced during this period and the efficiencies were absorbed in the
cuts.

e The institutions did not track how individual savings translated into new expenditures.

e The institutions currently do not calculate administration time, allocation of FTE, or annual
cost of FTE according to degree program (for example, CIP code).

Fiscal Impacts. Institutions did provide an array of illustrations of the fiscal impacts of
closing programs. The graduate programs in anthropology at UK estimated savings of
$459,000 between 2001-04 because of curriculum changes that significantly reduced time
to degree for master’s and doctoral students. EKU administrators reported that the primary
impact of program productivity review has been “the associated increase in efficiency of the
administrative oversight and assessment of fewer degree programs...”

These savings are often redirected to improve other existing programs. Such was the case at
UK with the Department of Modern and Classical Languages, Literatures, and Cultures cited
previously. Resources were used to hire key foreign language specialists and to create a
language media center to train UK language faculty in integrating technologies into their
language instruction. Murray State University reallocated the operating budget of a closed
program to two new, more relevant programs of the Program of Distinction,
Telecommunications Systems Management and Electromechanical Engineering Technology.
Resources saved as part of the closure of Morehead State University’s associate program in
enterprise management and operation were shifted to the baccalaureate and master’s
programs.

Community Engagement. Reallocations within programs can mean savings that can be
directed to improve community engagement. The drama/theatre arts baccalaureate program
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at MuSU was significantly restructured following a productivity review. Faculty reported great
increases in outreach to area schools, including adding touring events in schools, three
children’s performance/pedagogy courses, and a change in the mission statement to include
providing support for regional public K-12 schools.

Articulation with Two-Year Institutions. Improved articulation and efficiencies with
the community and technical college system also were cited as outcomes of the review
process. Better collaboration between two-year and four-year institutions decreases
duplication of resources and increases transfers, ultimately improving productivity. Northern
Kentucky University specifically noted that the closure of its associate program in
manufacturing engineering technology eliminated potential duplications with Gateway
Community and Technical College.

Cost Increases. |t is important to note that program closures or changes to increase
productivity do not always lead to cost savings. Altering programs may have different fiscal
outcomes than closing programs. In fact, updating programs may require additional
resources to make significant curricular or marketing changes to increase productivity. The
doctoral program in environmental biology at the University of Louisville was changed to a
general biology degree, resulting in significant enrollment increases, and several faculty were

hired.
3. Are there additional benefits associated with the productivity process?

In addition to the potential reallocation of funds, there were many examples of nonfiscal
impacts. Two common themes emerged from the universities’ responses to the productivity
reviews. First, curricula were often updated to improve their relevance to current employment
opportunities in the academic discipline. Second, stand-alone programs were combined with
other programs to provide more flexible options or concentrations within another degree
program.

Better Alignment with Workforce Demands. Productivity reviews prompted many
faculty members to review the relevance of the curriculum for the workplace. Several
departments reported updated courses and program concentrations to help improve
graduate competitiveness as a way to increase enrollment. The baccalaureate program at
Western Kentucky University in library science/librarianship was closed. Savings were
directed to help support the significant enrollment increase in the more competitive master’s
program. EKU closed the master’s program in college student counseling and personnel
services as a separate degree program. Much of the content was shifted to a new master of
arts in human services where students now have the choice of preparation for private or
public community agency leadership. The second track within the same program, college
personnel services, allows students to prepare for leadership roles in higher education.
Changes in UK’s agronomy and crop science master’s program produced an integrated plant
and soil sciences degree program. Three traditionally separate student groups of crop
science, soil science, and plant physiology are now combined. This change gives students a
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“unique and holistic appreciation for the soil-plant system and its role in food production and
industrial applications.”

Increased Curriculum Flexibility. Restructured degree programs frequently used shared

departmental resources to provide students with multiple options within the program. Uofl's
master’s degree in art history, criticism, and conservation was merged into the single
program, creative art and art history. This change resulted in a single program that currently
meets productivity thresholds and provides students more options within the discipline.
Specialist’s degrees in education at MuSU were changed from three separate programs for
elementary, middle school, and high school teachers into a single specialist’s program.
Educators can pursue this advanced degree while conducting research in a selected area.
University administrators also noted that it is much easier to manage student services within
the single program. KSU combined five separate business programs into a bachelor of arts
degree in business administration with areas of concentration in accounting, management,
marketing, management information systems, and general business. This merger allows
greater collaboration among faculty and students and greater flexibility for students in
creating a workforce relevant program.

Improved Student Service. The closure of a program for low productivity can engage
faculty in a review of the academic unit that can result in better services for students. MuSU’s
speech and rhetorical studies baccalaureate program was closed. However, following the
closure, a more applied social science oriented program in organizational communication
was created. Faculty noted improvements in their ability to recruit and advise students in this
more relevant discipline.

Summary

The evidence provided by the chief academic officers demonstrates that campuses are
engaged in the program productivity review process. Academic administrators are concerned
and attentive to low-productivity programs and provide the Council with all required
documentation to complete the reviews. Extensive research is considered prior to closure,
alteration, or continuation recommendations. Department chairs take advantage of this
opportunity for reflection and review. MoSU has used the Council’s productivity threshold as
a measure on its Annual Assessment Report Card. MuSU’s drama/theatre arts faculty noted
that the “productivity review led us to carefully examine our program and make needed
changes.”

Campus action plans of the 2005-2010 public agenda strongly reflect institutional efforts to
meet student and community needs with innovative and high-quality academic programs. It
will be important to continue to monitor productivity as enrollments increase through
expanded access. The streamlined productivity review process is one approach to provide
efficient delivery of purposeful academic programs. The results of this review suggest ways to
improve the effectiveness of the process.
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Implications of Findings for Changes in Program Productivity Review

The program productivity review focuses on the importance of providing high-quality
programs that successfully and efficiently graduate students. The substantial increases in
degree production that are needed over the next decade require that program productivity be
reviewed and the program structures modified to serve many more students effectively.

Cost Data. Institutions, for several reasons, were not able to provide specific and complete
cost accounting information for discrete academic programs. Cost accounting of future
productivity reviews would require a fiscal data component to track the transfers of funds,
savings, and expenses that accompany program review outcomes. Also, a complete
accounting of productivity review costs would require both savings associated with closures
and expenditures for altered programs. This report would need to be a separate system of
accounting that is based on academic programs or departments.

The benefit of the cost study would need to be substantial in order to balance the high cost of
implementing a separate accounting system. Because of the potential investment needed for
the additional cost reporting, the feasibility of a separate accounting system should be
researched thoroughly. A restructuring of the focus of the program productivity review on
department or college productivity might be another option.

Multi-Institutional Programs. Institutions are collaborating more to offer degree
programs. Articulating the productivity measurements for these shared programs will be
necessary as these new programs become eligible for review.

Certificates and Diplomas. Certificate and diploma programs in the two-year system
have increased from 285 in fall 2000 to 460 in fall 2005. There are no existing productivity
thresholds for these formal awards. These programs were excluded over the last three
reviews largely because it was perceived that fewer resources are needed to provide these
shorter programs. Also, sub-associate programs are more responsive to market demands
such that institutions can easily close unproductive certificate programs. For sub-associate
programs, it would be helpful to include certificate and diploma graduates as a part of the
productivity review for associate programs.

Two-Year Review Cycle. Given the current degree output requirements and extensive
restructuring of options within programs, the two-year review cycle may be less informative.
Two consecutive rounds of low-productivity programs at roughly 20 percent indicate that
institutions are maintaining relatively productive programs. It may be most useful to put the
quantitative productivity review for the universities and KCTCS on a four-year cycle with the
interim review being a campus consultation.

Campus consultations were approved in November 1999 as part of the streamlined program
approval process. These consultations could be used in a productivity review. The campus
visits would emphasize the programmatic structures and degree offerings that support the
statewide needs, the feasibility of cost accounting, and other productivity issues.
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Recommendations for Further Study

Based on the information reviewed in this study of three rounds of program productivity
reviews, the following recommendations for further study are presented:

e Should quantitative reviews be moved to a four-year cycle for the universities and KCTCS,
with interim years being used to conduct campus consultations to update and improve
program development and review processes at the state and campus level2

e Should the program productivity review be revised to include the measurement of fiscal
and programmatic benefits associated with the changes?

e How can certifications within degree programs be better acknowledged as indicators of
productivity?

e Given the increase in collaborative programs, how should multi-institutional program
productivity be measured?

Sources

e Attachment 2: Streamlining Program Policies, November 8, 1999, CPE agenda item, with
attachments.

e Attachment 3: Summary Table of University Productivity Review Outcomes.

e Certificate and diploma program counts provided by Kentucky Community and Technical
College System, Office of Policy Research.
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ACTION
STREAMLINING Agenda Iltem D-1
PROGRAM POLICIES November 8, 1999

Recommendation:

That the Council approve the attached guidelines for new program approval, program review,
and extended-campus activities.

Rationale:

e The 1999-2004 Action Agenda and the Council staff’s 1999-2000 Plan of Work calls for the
streamlining of the process by which new academic programs are approved at Kentucky’s
postsecondary institutions and monitoring the performance of the institutions and their
programs.

e Current academic program policies are voluminous, regulatory, and bureaucratic, and date
back as far as the 1970s. They require the Council and its staff to spend great amounts of
time and effort engaged in oversight that is neither productive nor value adding. These
policies—and the time-consuming procedures that accompany them—are obsolete.

e The bold reform goals outlined in the Kentucky Postsecondary Education Improvement Act
of 1997, 2020 Vision, and the 1999-2004 Action Agenda require academic program policies
that reflect international best practices, create strong partnerships between the Council and
institutional governing boards, and provide flexibility to Kentucky’s universities and the
KCTCS within the context of institutional missions and plans.

e Asa first step, in April 1999 the Council delegated to the KCTCS Board of Regents program
approval authority for new certificate, diploma, associate in arts, associate in science,
associate in applied science, and associate in applied technology degree programs at the
KCTCS institutions.

e These new guidelines for Kentucky’s universities reflect the goals of postsecondary
education reform and were developed in consultation with the Council of Chief Academic
Officers.

Staff Preparation by Bill Swinford
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ATTACHMENT 2A

Guidelines for New Program Approval

Program Approval Delegation

e That the governing board at each of the four-year institutions be authorized to approve, on
behalf of the Council, new academic programs that fall within its selected band of programs.
The program band is based on the institution’s mission, existing programs, and disciplinary
strengths.

e That the Council retain its approval authority for programs in the following areas:

- First-professional programs

- Engineering programs at the comprehensive institutions and engineering programs at
the doctoral level at the University of Kentucky and the University of Louisville

- Teacher and school personnel preparation programs

- Health-related programs above the baccalaureate level

- Other programs falling outside each institution’s negotiated program band

For new programs in these areas, institutions will be required to submit full program
proposals. “Statements of compelling need” will no longer be required.

e That the Council staff may request a full proposal for any program within a negotiated band.

Program Development Principles

It is expected that all new program proposals will be developed within the context of institutional
missions and plans, statewide reform goals, and the Council’s 2020 Vision and 1999-2004 Action
Agenda. The following principles should be considered:

e All universities and Kentucky Community and Technical College System institutions will be
in compliance with relevant EEO/AA requirements before implementing any new programs
or substantial program modifications.

e Programs should be designed to ensure that students can move easily into related credential
programs in the system.

e The Council strongly encourages the development of new joint and cooperative programs
and the consolidation of existing programs into joint or cooperative programs with other
institutions.
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e The establishment of new programs will be based on compelling evidence of student demand
and employment opportunities for program graduates.

e Senior institutions wishing to establish new sub-associate certificate programs for academic
credit will consult with the KCTCS administration using procedures approved by the
Council.

e The Council may encourage the development of targeted programs that meet critical
statewide or regional needs through financial incentives or Requests for Proposals.

Program Advisory and Consultation Process

This new process for program approval is built around public dialogue among Kentucky’s
institutions of postsecondary education. This dialogue is designed to increase cooperation and
collaboration and, in the process, prevent unnecessary duplication. To achieve these goals, inter-
institutional discussion should begin after a new program has been approved at the departmental
level.

For new program proposals that are within an institution’s current program array and not within
areas that require Council approval, the following program advisory and consultation process
will be used by the four-year institutions and the KCTCS:

1. The proposing institution will provide the following information to the Council staff for
posting to the Council’s website:

e Program title and suggested federal classification code

e Brief program description

e Brief statement of need and demand for the program

e Preliminary plans for collaboration with other institutions
e Plans for delivery through distance learning technologies
e The name(s) of primary institutional contact(s)

2. Other public and independent institutions in Kentucky and the Council staff will have six
weeks to comment on or state official opposition to the proposed program. Comments and
stated opposition will be posted.

3. If there is no unresolved opposition to the program by the end of the six-week period, the
Council staff will notify the institution that it may complete the institutional process of
program approval and subsequently implement the program.

4. If another institution or the Council staff expresses major concerns about the proposed
program, the Council staff will decide how best to proceed. In doing so, the Council staff
may require additional information and may recommend that the Council take action on the
proposal.
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Programs falling outside an institution’s negotiated program band and programs that fall within
areas that require Council approval will follow the consultative process for other new programs
outlined above in steps #1 and #2. Then, upon completion of the institution’s internal approval
process (including board approval), the institution will submit a complete program proposal to
the Council for its consideration.

Campus Consultation Visits

An institution’s internal proposal guidelines and approval procedures should reflect the
principles outlined in these guidelines. The Council staff will periodically visit the campuses,
including the colleges within the KCTCS, to review the process by which selected new programs
are developed. Council interest during the campus visits will focus on the following matters of
statewide importance:

e Evidence that a rigorous process of determining demand supported the need for the program

e Evidence of collaborative efforts with other postsecondary institutions

e Evidence that employer and other relevant groups were consulted on curriculum design

e Actual articulation agreements and other credit transfer arrangements with related credential
programs at the institution and at other institutions

e Evidence that sound methods for evaluating student learning and success are in place
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ATTACHMENT 2B
Guidelines for Review of Academic Program Productivity

That the Council staff review the status of all existing programs in operation for more than four
years and identify those that do not appear to be sufficiently and effectively contributing to the
needs of the statewide system of postsecondary education in Kentucky. Institutions will be
asked to review each identified program at their respective institution and make a written
recommendation about its continuation, modification, elimination, or consolidation into a
cooperative program. The Council staff will consult with individual institutions and make
recommendations to the Council on the most appropriate action for each program initially
identified. Institutions can submit other evidence of the value of individual programs (for
instance, research funding, number of declared candidates for the degree, or courses that service
other programs), but this must be well documented.

That the following thresholds will be used to identify programs:

e Associate programs will be identified if they average fewer than 12 degrees awarded during
the five-year period beginning with the 1994-95 academic year.

e Baccalaureate programs will be identified if they average fewer than 12 degrees awarded
during the five-year period beginning with the 1994-95 academic year.

e Master’s and specialist programs will be identified if they average fewer than seven degrees
awarded during the five-year period beginning with the 1994-95 academic year.

e Doctoral programs will be identified if they average fewer than five degrees awarded during
the five-year period beginning with the 1994-95 academic year.
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ATTACHMENT 2C

Guidelines for Extended-Campus Offerings

The primary purpose of extended-campus programs and courses is to provide, in an efficient and
cost effective manner, higher education access to place-bound and time-bound students who are
geographically remote from existing institutions of higher education. This purpose supports the
goals of the Kentucky Postsecondary Education Improvement Act of 1997, 2020 Vision and the
Council’s recently approved 1999-2004 Action Agenda by improving college-going rates and
educational and degree attainment levels, as well as meeting documented regional needs for
individuals educated in particular occupational disciplines.

The universities should work collaboratively with the Kentucky Commonwealth Virtual
University, the KCTCS, individual community and technical colleges, and independent
institutions to meet the educational needs of the communities in their service areas. Current
designated service areas (as reflected on the attached map) will be maintained.

Programs offered at extended-campus centers or sites within an institution’s designated service
area do not require Council approval. If an institution wishes to implement a new extended-
campus offering outside its designated service area, the following process will apply:

1. The institution will submit a proposal to the Council staff for posting to the Council’s
website at least 60 days before course registration is to begin. A proposal for a new
extended-campus program should include the following information:

e Program title

e Program description

e Sample curriculum

e Statement of need and demand for the program and the program’s connection to
institutional mission

e Alist of individuals (names and titles) in business, the professions, and government
consulted about the need for the program and employment opportunities for program
graduates

e [f distance learning, the technology delivery mechanism (satellite, etc.)

A proposal for a new extended-campus course (that is not part of a previously approved
extended-campus program) should include:

e Course title and number

e Course description

e Statement of need and demand for the course and the course’s connection to institutional
mission

e Alist of individuals (names and titles) in business, the professions, and government
consulted about the need for the course

e [f distance learning, the type of technology delivery mechanism (satellite, etc.)
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2. There will be a 30-day review period following posting during which the coordinating
institution for the target area can respond. If the coordinating institution for the target area
opposes the offering, the Council staff will decide how best to resolve the dispute. In doing
so, the Council staff may require additional information and may recommend that the
Council take action on the proposal. A final resolution will normally occur within 45 days of
the original submission of the proposal.

The KCVU Academic Council is the review mechanism for courses and programs delivered via
the KCVU. Therefore, KCVU-approved courses and programs can be offered by any institution
in any service region without using the procedures outlined above for extended-campus
offerings. The extended-campus offering guidelines do apply to non-KCVU courses and
programs offered via the Kentucky TeleLinking Network or satellite as well as non-KCVU
electronically delivered offerings that require students to receive instruction in real time at fixed,
predetermined locations.
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University Productivity Review Outcomes

Final 7ol Total L
Report ora O EOW - Butcomes of Low Productivity
Reviewed  Productivity
Approval
Closed Altered Continued

1994-95 to July 1,164 564 143 161 260

2001
1996-97 to May 1,144 240 26 67 147

2003
1998-99 to  January 1,449 272 42 45 185

2005






